We report the parametrization of the approximate density functional tight binding method, DFTB3, for sulfur and phosphorus. The parametrization is done in a framework consistent with our previous 3OB set established for O, N, C, and H, thus the resulting parameters can be used to describe a broad set of organic and biologically relevant molecules. The 3d orbitals are included in the parametrization, and the electronic parameters are chosen to minimize errors in the atomization energies. The parameters are tested using a fairly diverse set of molecules of biological relevance, focusing on the geometries, reaction energies, proton affinities, and hydrogen bonding interactions of these molecules; vibrational frequencies are also examined, although less systematically. The results of DFTB3/ 3OB are compared to those from DFT (B3LYP and PBE), ab initio (MP2, G3B3), and several popular semiempirical methods (PM6 and PDDG), as well as predictions of DFTB3 with the older parametrization (the MIO set). In general, DFTB3/3OB is a major improvement over the previous parametrization (DFTB3/MIO), and for the majority cases tested here, it also outperforms PM6 and PDDG, especially for structural properties, vibrational frequencies, hydrogen bonding interactions, and proton affinities. For reaction energies, DFTB3/3OB exhibits major improvement over DFTB3/MIO, due mainly to significant reduction of errors in atomization energies; compared to PM6 and PDDG, DFTB3/3OB also generally performs better, although the magnitude of improvement is more modest. Compared to high-level calculations, DFTB3/3OB is most successful at predicting geometries; larger errors are found in the energies, although the results can be greatly improved by computing single point energies at a high level with DFTB3 geometries. There are several remaining issues with the DFTB3/3OB approach, most notably its difficulty in describing phosphate hydrolysis reactions involving a change in the coordination number of the phosphorus, for which a specific parametrization (3OB/OPhyd) is developed as a temporary solution; this suggests that the current DFTB3 methodology has limited transferability for complex phosphorus chemistry at the level of accuracy required for detailed mechanistic investigations. Therefore, fundamental improvements in the DFTB3 methodology are needed for a reliable method that describes phosphorus chemistry without ad hoc parameters. Nevertheless, DFTB3/3OB is expected to be a competitive QM method in QM/MM calculations for studying phosphorus/sulfur chemistry in condensed phase systems, especially as a low-level method that drives the sampling in a dual-level QM/MM framework.
■ INTRODUCTION
Phosphorus and sulfur are richly featured in chemistry and biology. 1 Sulfur is part of amino acids Cys and Met and therefore involved in redox sensing; sulfur is the third most abundant mineral element in the human body. Sulfur is also part of many important biological cofactors such as iron−sulfur clusters, coenzyme A, and several vitamins. As another example, sulfonation states on heparan sulfate chains are known to govern crucial signaling pathways and molecular-recognition event.
2 Sulfur is also involved in many chemical and materials applications. For example, sulfonic acids are used in many detergents. Nafion, 3 a sulfonated tetrafluoroethylene based fluoropolymer-copolymer, is an important material used for the proton exchange membrane in fuel cells. Sulfur-containing heterocycles are broadly used in the field of organic electronics. 4 Phosphorus is essential in biology because it is part of phospholipids, nucleic acids, and many vital small molecules such as various phosphates (e.g., ATP/GTP) as well as bone (hydroxyapatite). The phosphoryl transfer reaction, for example, arguably represents the most important chemical transformation in biology. 1,5−7 Perturbations in phosphoryl transfer enzymes are involved in many serious human diseases such as cancer. 8, 9 Protein kinases and phosphatases are among the most important drug targets; 10−15 there are ∼2000 protein kinases and ∼1000 phosphatases in the human genome, and these enzymes are essential to key cellular processes such as the control of cell cycles and division. In the chemical industry, phosphorus compounds are predominantly consumed as fertilizers, while organophosphorus compounds are also used in detergents, pesticides, and nerve agents.
To describe the rich (bio)chemistry that involve phosphorus and sulfur in complex condensed phase environments, computational studies in the framework of QM/MM methods are essential. 16 Although ab initio based QM/MM simulations have become increasingly powerful thanks to developments in both computational hardware and theoretical algorithms, 17−20 they remain computationally demanding and therefore not ideally suited when multiple reaction mechanisms need to be analyzed. This is particularly the case when sampling is critical, such as in the study of intrinsically flexible systems (e.g., signaling proteins) 21, 22 or enzymes that feature rather solventaccessible active sites; 23−25 adequate sampling is also important to processes that occur at the solid/liquid interface. 26, 27 Therefore, despite the tremendous progress in ab initio QM and QM/MM methods, it remains meaningful to explore further development of the semiempirical type of QM methods. 28−31 In this context, the Self-Consistent Charge Density Functional Tight-Binding (SCC-DFTB) method proves to be a promising approach. 32−34 It is an approximate Density Functional Theory (DFT) and is derived by expanding the DFT total energy functional up to second order around a reference charge density. The resulting perturbative series is further approximated by applying a minimal basis LCAO expansion of the Kohn−Sham orbitals, by using a monopole approximation for the charge density fluctuations in the second order terms and by approximating the zero-th order terms, which resemble the DFT double counting contributions for the reference density, with a sum of atomic pair potentials. 32, 35 The resulting approximate total energy terms have to be parametrized, and two classes of parameters can be distinguished: (i) the electronic parameters, which determine the atomic minimal basis set and the atomic reference densities as well as the chemical hardness values of the involved atoms the determination of these parameters is quite straightforward; (ii) the repulsive energy parameters, which are necessary to determine the atomic pair potentials modeling the zero-th order contributions in the density expansion. Although these terms can in principle be computed based on DFT calculations, to achieve good general accuracy and partially compensate for approximations made in the other terms, an empirical fit to larger test sets is necessary, and therefore their determination is usually more involved.
SCC-DFTB has been parametrized for organic molecules containing O, N, C, and H, for which extensive tests have been performed, 36−38 as well for molecules containing S, 39 Zn, 40−42 P, 43 and a few other elements. 44−48 The resulting parameter set is referred to as the "MIO" set and can be downloaded from the DFTB Web site: www.dftb.org.
To improve the description of hydrogen-bonded complexes and proton affinities, which are important to biological applications, DFTB has been extended to include third-order contributions and a modified second-order Coulomb scaling law, 33, 49, 50 leading to the DFTB3 approach. In its first implementation, the "MIO" parameters, originally derived for the second-order method, were also used for DFTB3. 43, 50, 51 Recently, two of us have reparametrized DFTB3 for O, N, C, and H, resulting in a parameter set called "3OB,"
52 emphasizing the application to organic and biologically relevant molecules. The main goal was to improve heats of formation and reaction energies, as well as nonbonded interactions. As benchmark calculations indicated, DFTB3−3OB generally gives results comparable to the most successful semiempirical methods such as the OMx methods. 30 In this work, motivated by the importance of P and S in (bio)chemistry, we extend the "3OB" parametrization to these elements. This is a worthwhile effort because our parametrization includes d orbitals, which have been known to be essential to the proper description of chemical species involving P and S, especially hypervalent compounds 53 (see, for example, refs 54 and 55) . By contrast, many popular semiempirical methods such as PM3 56 and PDDG 28, 57 do not include d orbitals (PM6 58 does include d orbitals). We test the new parameters for P and S with a large set of biologically relevant molecules, focusing in particular on geometries, reaction energies, proton affinities, and hydrogen-bonding interactions. These results show that the 3OB set represents a notable overall improvement over the "MIO" set 39, 43 parameters for P/ S containing compounds for both structural and energetic properties. For example, the deficiency concerning the S···N interaction as reported in ref 38 is removed. Moreover, due to major improvement in the atomization energies, reaction energies are generally better described with the 3OB parameters than the "MIO" parameters. For the majority S/ P-containing compounds tested here, DFTB3/3OB also outperforms PM6 and PDDG, especially for structural properties, vibrational frequencies, hydrogen bonding energies, and proton affinities. Nevertheless, several limitations remain, such as too short hydrogen bonding distances for complexes that involve charged S/P species; problems also remain for the energetics of phosphoryl transfer reactions that involve changes in the coordination number of the phosphorus. Some of these limitations are likely due to the intrinsic deficiencies of the underlying functional (PBE 59 ), while others might be alleviated via continuing development of the DFTB3 framework, such as including three-center terms and multipoles for the charge fluctuation.
■ THEORY
The DFTB3 parametrization of sulfur and phosphorus follows the protocol we outlined previously 52, 60 and used to parametrize for C, H, N, and O. 52 The theory of DFTB3 has been described in detail in ref 51 ; for a recent review, see ref 61 . Here, we only briefly discuss the parameters that enter the DFTB3 total energy: 
To determine the Hamilton matrix elements H μv 0 , the atomic orbital basis functions η μ and the atomic reference densities ρ a 0 have to be determined. This is done by solving the Kohn− Sham equations for the atom in an additional harmonic potential with a confining radius r wf for the atomic basis set and a different radius r dens for the density. Since the d orbitals of S and P are unoccupied, we use another value for the confinement radius, denoted by r elements H μv 0 are then precomputed and tabulated using an exchange-correlation functional (PBE 59 ), the atomic basis set consisting of Slater functions, and the initial atomic density. The diagonal elements H μμ 0 are equal to the atomic eigenvalues ε x (x = s, p, or d orbital). Here, no confinement of the orbitals is used to ensure the proper dissociation limit. In the case of sulfur and phosphorus, however, we make an exception to this standard procedure and optimize ε d as discussed in the following section. The Slater functions are defined by l max as the highest angular momentum taken into account, n max ; another parameter that determines the size of the basis set; and α 0 , α 1 , ..., and α 4 , the exponents of the Slater functions.
For the second-order term of the energy E γ , the atomic Hubbard parameters U a are needed, which are calculated from DFT as the first derivative of the highest occupied orbital with respect to its occupation number. [U a describes the electron interaction on-site of an atom and enters the γ function, which interpolates between the on-site and the long-range electron interaction of atom pairs. As a consequence of the form of the γ function in the interpolating region, which is well within the covalent and noncovalent bond distances (e.g., hydrogen bonds), the Hubbard parameter determines the size of the atom in an inverse relation. While this was found to be reasonable within one period of the system of elements, it is not for interactions between atoms of different periods. The most significant difference from the inverse relation was found for hydrogen. 33 Therefore, the original γ function of DFTB2 32 is modified for DFTB3 50, 51 (called γ h in ref 51) for all pairs that include at least one hydrogen atom. Essentially one additional parameter (called ζ) was introduced to damp the influence of the Hubbard parameter such that γ is closer to Coulomb behavior at short distances (see also Figure 3 of ref 51) and therefore accounts for the small covalent radius of hydrogen. While the 3OB parameter set includes elements of the first (H) and second period (CNO), we now extend it to third period elements S and P. Naturally, the question arises as to whether one can improve performance by applying a similar modification to γ. Since the Hubbard parameters for S and P are larger than they should be to fulfill the inverse relation of second period elements, we would have to damp the γ function such that γ approximates the Coulomb behavior at larger distances. We have tested this idea but found insignificant improvement over the standard γ and therefore decided not to introduce additional complexity to our DFTB model. Note that an alternative to the γ function has been suggested that intrinsically contains such effects; however, it has not been applied and tested yet. 62 ] For the third-order term E Γ , the derivative of the Hubbard parameter with respect to charge, U a d has to be determined. For CHNO it is calculated as the second derivative of the highest occupied orbital with respect to its occupation number. For P and S, as discussed below, we find a significant advantage in optimizing it.
The repulsive energy E rep is described as pair potentials. Their parametrization is done by fitting to a selected set of reference atomization energies, molecular geometries, vibrational frequencies, and barrier or reaction energies. A careful benchmark of a resulting fit is the most time-consuming part of the procedure, despite the progress of partially automatized fitting procedures. 60, 63 Specifically for the description of atomic energies and atomization energies (E at ), a further parameter was introduced, the spin-polarization energy E spin . Because the total energy of an atom is described in a spin-unpolarized manner in standard DFTB, the total energy is overestimated for open-shell atoms. Therefore, the energy difference between a restricted and an unrestricted spin DFT calculation, called E spin , is subtracted to yield the atomic energies at the DFT level. [Note that a spinpolarization corrected DFTB (sDFTB) has been proposed. 64 In principle, sDFTB could also be used to calculate atomic energies; however, for calculation of atomization energies, it is not the standard. sDFTB uses parameters calculated for states with partial spin in the vicinity of spin-unpolarized atoms (as the Taylor-series suggests) and therefore is somewhat less accurate for single atoms than E spin . In contrast, for radical molecules, sDFTB is the method of choice.] ■ PARAMETRIZATION OF SULFUR AND PHOSPHORUS Parameters for General Application. This section summarizes the choices of all parameters discussed in the previous section. We follow the search protocol established in refs 60 and 52 and divide the parameters into two parts, electronic and repulsive parameters.
The electronic parameters are given in Table 1 . For the sake of completeness, we also include parameters that are calculated from DFT (U, E spin , ε s/p ) or are in line with the standard choice of the basis set (n max , α i , i = 0−4); those parameters are not subject to optimization. We note that although l-dependent Hubbard parameters have been considered 65 and being explored by us for improving the description of transition metals (Gaus and Cui, unpublished) , the Hubbard parameter is taken to be l-independent for P and S. For all DFT calculated values, the PBE exchange correlation functional 59 has been used. The following parameters have been optimized to improve the overall performance:
• l max : While a minimal basis has been used for H (s orbital only) and CNO (2s and 2p orbitals only), for S and P, we include 3s, 3p, and 3d orbitals, the latter being used as polarization functions, which are required to have a higher angular momentum than the valence orbitals. As already found previously for the "MIO" parameters for S and P, d orbitals are necessary to properly describe the diverse chemical environments of these elements.
• r wf : In DFTB, the atomic orbitals used as a basis set are confined using a harmonic confining potential characterized by this parameter. It essentially determines the spatial extension of the basis functions. Therefore, this parameter has influence on bonding properties as well as on noncovalent interactions (Pauli repulsion). For the H 2 S dimer, for example (also see discussions below), the intermolecular distance is found to be too short with our parametrization; this could be improved by using a larger r wf , but only at the cost of less accurate binding energy and angle of the hydrogen bond. For phosphorus, we have not tested dimer structures due to their rare appearance in biological systems; tests of other molecules indicate only a very subtle influence on the general performance of bond angles, bond lengths, and atomization energies. With a larger r wf , the angles improve, but for bond distances and E The density compression has a large impact on the total electronic energy; however, the effect can be compensated by the repulsive potential without introducing substantial errors (as long as r dens is chosen within a reasonable range, e.g., r dens > 3.0 a 0 ). Therefore, r dens is chosen such that the repulsive potentials smoothly interpolate to their cutoffs. Note that for hydrogen a very small density compression was chosen, 52 causing the H−S and H−P potentials to be negative in the binding region while other potentials like O−S, O−P, N−S, and N−P are still significantly repulsive. Thus, the choice of r dens for S and P is a tradeoff between too negative and too repulsive potentials.
• ε d : While all eigenvalues are usually calculated from atomic DFT calculations, an exception is made for the eigenvalues of the d orbitals since they are unoccupied in the ground state for atoms S and P, and therefore a change of ε d does not affect the atomic total energy. Optimizing ε d allows control of the dorbital involvement in molecular bonding situations. This becomes particularly important for balancing energetics and geometries for the different oxides of S and P species. Generally, the calculated values of 0.02140766 au for S and 0.02019087 for P are too low; i.e., d orbitals are heavily involved in all types of bonding situations. Higher values reduce the excessive d-orbital participation. Empirically, we found that for C−S and C−P bonds a larger amount of d-orbital involvement decreased errors, while a rather small amount of d orbitals seemed more appropriate for O−S and O−P bonding situations.
•
The Hubbard derivative appears in the third-order term E Γ (eq 1) and is usually calculated from DFT. In the case of S and P, the values are −0.0695 and −0.0701 au, respectively. For the mean absolute deviation (MAD) of eight proton affinities (PAs) for S containing species, however, we find a drop from 7.6 to 2.4 kcal/mol after optimizing U d for sulfur. Similarly for P species, the MAD for 17 PAs is reduced from 9.1 to only 2.9 kcal/mol by optimizing U d for P. The change of the Hubbard derivative only marginally affects other properties for systems with small charge fluctuations; however, for the highly oxidized phosphorus species, larger impacts are observed. Atomization energies become somewhat less accurate. P−P bond lengths are overestimated, and the P− O−P angle in diphosphoric acid is overestimated to be 141°i nstead of 116°for B3LYP/cc-pVTZ and 121°for DFTB3 using the calculated Hubbard derivative. Due to the importance of accurate PAs for many biochemistry applications, we choose to use the fitted U d and list the values in Table 1 . Note that the spin-polarization constants that enter the sDFTB formalism have also been calculated and included in the Supporting Information.
For the repulsive potentials, first a fit for sulfur is carried out (including all electronic parameters), and subsequently phosphorus related parameters are optimized. Table 2 provides an overview of all reference systems and values that lead to the repulsive potentials related to S and P. For the solution of the linear equation system set up to determine the repulsive potentials, division points have to be selected. Further, additional equations can be chosen to better represent second derivatives. These parameters are specified in 52 ) are prepared using a few selected vibrational frequencies shown below as determined from BLYP/cc-pVTZ (unscaled) using the harmonic approximation. All reference structures can be found in the Supporting Information.
Special Parametrization for Phosphate Hydrolysis Reactions. With the general parameter set outlined above, considerable errors are observed for phosphate hydrolysis reactions. The details are discussed in the benchmark sections. The bottom line is that the current DFTB3/3OB model still cannot properly describe the energetics of reactions where the phosphorus coordination changes from four to five/three oxygen atoms. This suggests that the current DFTB3 methodology has limited transferability for complex phosphorus chemistry with the required accuracy in energetics for mechanistic studies. As a temporary solution, we suggest a specific reaction parametrization 69 of the O−P repulsive potential referred to as "OPhyd." The need of this specific fit suggests that additional improvements in the DFTB3 methodology, such as the inclusion of three-center terms and better electrostatic models (e.g., multipoles for charge fluctuations 62,70 ), are still needed and will be systematically analyzed in the future.
For "OPhyd," we carry out the same fit for phosphorus as above with the inclusion of two reaction energies (the weight is 10/(kcal/mol)). The first one is a reaction of water with a dimethyl hydrogen phosphate, leading to a penta-coordinated intermediate (the geometries can be found in the Supporting Information, n_com1 → n_int1); the second reaction is the dissociation of methanol from the previous intermediate (n_int1 → n_com2). As reference energies, MP2/G3large values are calculated at B3LYP/6-31+G(d,p) geometries. This fit shifts the O−P repulsive potential by about −10 kcal/mol; i.e., overbinding for O−P bonds is introduced. 
■ BENCHMARKS AND DISCUSSION
In this section, we discuss benchmark results for our 3OB parametrization for S and P in combination with the 3OB parameters 52 for O, N, C, and H. [Note that in connection with 3OB as well as "MIO", the hydrogen molecule is evaluated using the respective H−H-mod potential. 71 ] Comparisons are made to MP2, DFT, popular semiempirical methods (PDDG 28, 57 and PM6 58 ), and the previous DFTB3/MIO parametrization (using the parameters as defined in ref 51: U d = −0.23, −0.16, −0.13, −0.19, −0.14, −0.09 au for C, H, N, O, P, and S and ζ = 4.2). For PM6, it is worth noting that the choice of heat of formation for H 2 and protons is essential to the computed hydrogenation reaction energies and proton affinities, respectively; we take the value of 0.0 and −54.0 kcal/mol for H 2 and protons, respectively, as recommended by the MOPAC program (http://openmopac.net/manual/pm6_ accuracy.html). We have not carried out any comparison to OMx methods despite their impressive performance for typical organic molecules 30 because we are not aware of any systematic parametrization of OMx for P and S. Unless noted otherwise, energetics are given for geometries that are optimized at the respective level of theory. To compare directly the potential energy surfaces at different levels of theory, zero-point energies (ZPEs) are not included; the exception is for heat of formation calculations, in which vibrational contributions are included. As shown in the Supporting Information, the ZPEs calculated with DFTB3/3OB agree very well (within 1 kcal/mol) with higherlevel calculations. For the calculation of noncovalent interactions, although we recognize the importance of including dispersion interactions in general, they are not included for most test cases here because these cases include small molecules and are dominated by hydrogen-bonding inter- f Single point G3B3 ΔH f 0 computed at the structures optimized by semiempirical methods; the value before/after the slash is the mean/maximum absolute deviation from G3B3, which uses B3LYP/6-31G(d) structures.
actions (see Supporting Information, for explicit results); we explore explicitly the effect of dispersion to address a recently discussed caveat of DFTB in describing noncovalent interactions that involve sulfur. 72 All DFTB calculations are carried out using our in-house DFTB code; for G3B3, MP2, B3LYP, BLYP, PBE, PM6, and PDDG/PM3, the Gaussian 03 and 09 software packages 73, 74 are used. Sulfur. Atomization Energies and Geometries. The first test set consists of atomization energies and geometrical properties of 38 small neutral closed-shell molecules including sulfides, oxides, acids, thoils, sulfite, sulfate, sulfones, sulfoxides, etc. Table 3 summarizes the results; further details are included in the Supporting Information.
DFTB3/3OB shows a very small MAD for atomization energies and clearly improves over DFTB3/MIO (4.7 vs 68.7 kcal/mol). [MIO reveals a strong overbinding that leads to large errors. Note that the overbindings of different bond pairs are balanced such that they cancel out for reaction energies. 52 For S, however, additional drawbacks have been found especially for the S−O bond. 38 We further discuss the consequences of the unbalanced overbinding within MIO for reaction energies below.] The largest deviations are found for SO 3 and thiocyanates. For DFTB3, we have also carried out calculations for heats of formation following the standard approximations for the heat capacity corrections 75 and using unscaled vibrational frequencies calculated with DFTB3. Encouragingly, DFTB3/3OB yields a small MAD of only 4.8 kcal/mol; it is 68.1 kcal/mol for DFTB3/MIO.
The poor performance of MP2 and DFT for atomization energies is in line with large errors for heats of formation as has been reported previously, e.g., in ref 76 . A fit of atomic contributions reported in the same reference significantly reduces this error but has not been carried out in this study. PM6 and PDDG/PM3 are parametrized for directly yielding heats of formation and implicitly include corrections for heat capacity contributions. Therefore, the calculation of atomization energies with these methods is not straightforward. However, heats of formation have been reported to be in very good agreement with experiments for large test sets including very challenging cases such as cations, anions, and transition structures leading to a MAD of 6.5 and 6.4 kcal/mol for PM6 77 and PDDG, 57 respectively. Note that those numbers were based on different test sets. Nevertheless, for our test set, we find similar results; the MADs of 5.4 and 5.7 kcal/mol (see Table 3 ) indicate very similar performances of PM6 and PDDG. This is quite remarkable as PDDG does not use d orbitals on sulfur atoms while PM6 does. With a few exceptions, geometries are described very well for all semiempirical methods and particularly well for DFTB3/ 3OB; e.g., the MADs in bond distances are 0.008, 0.014, 0.027, and 0.015 Å respectively for DFTB3/3OB, DFTB3/MIO, PDDG, and PM6. The largest bond distance error for PDDG is found for the singlet state of CS with a difference of 0.12 Å relative to B3LYP/cc-PVTZ. Other deviations are substantially smaller. DFTB3/MIO overestimates the NS bond within N 2 S significantly by 0.22 Å. For the dihedral angle OSOH of sulfonic acid, large deviations to B3LYP/cc-pVTZ are found for almost all methods compared. Interestingly, this is not the case for ab initio methods using a triple-ζ basis; MP2 and B3LYP with the cc-pVTZ basis set deviate only about 2°. More statistics including mean absolute deviations for different bond types are given in the Supporting Information.
To demonstrate the superb performance of the semiempirical methods for structural properties, we have carried out single point heat of formation calculations with G3B3 at geometries of the respective level. The MADs of PM6, PDDG, DFTB3/MIO, and DFTB3/3OB are as low as 1.5, 3.8, 1.1, and 0.4 kcal/mol; the MAX values are 12.5, 15.7, 12.0, and 1.8 kcal/ mol. These results again highlight the quality of DFTB3/3OB structures.
Vibrational Frequencies. The benchmark for vibrational frequencies is a cumbersome task since comparisons require matching the character of vibrational modes, which is not straightforward especially when comparing to experimental data for fairly large molecules. A rigorous comparison is out of the scope of this work. In Table 4 , a few unscaled harmonic vibrational frequencies as calculated from semiempirical methods are compared to those from DFT calculations. For cases where an obvious assignment of the mode to experimental ones is possible, we have also listed the experimental values. Note that selected stretching frequencies are also used to determine the additional equations during the fitting (mainly for repulsive potentials), although the contributions from vibrational frequencies are rather limited. Table 4 shows that the DFT methods are generally in good agreement with experiments, although BLYP tends to slightly underestimate the experimental values. DFTB3 with both parameter sets MIO and 3OB also performs quite well, and the deviations from experiments are similar to the ones for the DFT methods. For larger test sets, we expect a more consistent performance of BLYP and B3LYP than DFTB3. 78, 79 As to other semiempirical methods, PM6 reveals very satisfying results, with only S−O stretch frequencies consistently underestimated. By contrast, PDDG shows large errors of several hundreds of wavenumbers, specifically for S−H and S−O stretch frequencies (in H 2 S, H 2 SO 4 , and dimethylsulfone).
Reaction Energies. We mentioned earlier the overbinding tendency of DFTB3 with the MIO parameters. 52 We have shown recently that for a set of reactions (with small stoichiometric coefficients) that include CHNO containing species, the overbinding of different bonds cancels out and leads to relatively small errors for reaction energies with exception of some species (e.g., N−O bond). 52 During the MIO parametrization of sulfur, however, the parameters could not be adjusted in such a way that the overbinding approximately canceled out even for simple reactions. Table 5 shows the large deviations for DFTB3/MIO for a small set of selected reaction energies.
By contrast, 3OB is parametrized to give reliable atomization energies (see discussions above). For reactions with small stoichiometric coefficients, it is expected that small errors in atomization energies lead to small errors for reaction energies as well. This is generally observed in Table 5 . Together with an analysis of the atomization energies, there are a few species that show large errors and spoil the performance for the respective Table 4 has to be considered with care. As pointed out by Fishtik, 80 one can in principle compile a set of chemical reactions that yield arbitrarily high or low overall errors for any kind of method by linearly combining the reactions. One can, however, transform the problem and assign species errors that are independent of a particular choice of linearlly independent reactions. 80 Of course, for a meaningful analysis, one would still have to compile a set of reactions that include a representative set of species. Therefore, the test presented here serves as an illustration of the overbinding problematic for DFTB3/MIO only.] Proton Affinities. One goal of the further development of DFTB2 toward DFTB3 was to improve the description of proton affinities, which are critical to the proper description of many biochemical reactions. 16,34,81−83 This property is evaluated for sulfur-containing species in Table 6 .
A difference between the 3OB and MIO parameters for CHNO is the use of calculated (3OB) and fitted (MIO) Hubbard derivative parameters. With the calculated Hubbard derivative for sulfur, the DFTB3/3OB proton affinities errors are quite large with a MAD of 9.7 kcal/mol (3OB/calc in Table  6 ). Therefore, we optimize U d for sulfur and observe a significant reduction of errors for many species (the final 3OB-set). The overall MAD remains somewhat large (5.8 kcal/mol) due mainly to the significant errors for sulfurous acid and its anions; for the geometry of the anion [O 2 S−OH] − , the S−OH bond length is overestimated by about 0.14 Å in comparison to B3LYP/aug-cc-pVTZ. In general, nevertheless, the improvement of DFTB3/3OB over PM6 and PDDG is notable. It is also worth noting that a fit of U d (S) for DFTB3/MIO does not substantially improve over the use of the calculated U a The molecules are given in the protonated form. The proton affinity is computed with the potential energies at 0 K without any zero-point energy correction (exception are PM6 and PDDG which calculate reaction enthalpies at 298 K). For the DFTB method, the deviation is given as the difference from the G3B3 method (
The energy of the proton in PM6 is in error by −54 kcal/mol, which has been accounted for by adding this number to the original result. See discussion at http://openmopac.net/manual/ pm6_accuracy.html. that this set of proton affinities is well described by a standard density functional using a medium sized basis set; note that diffuse functions in the basis set are important for properly describing the anionic species. Finally, we note that G3B3 single points at DFTB3/3OB optimized structures lead to small errors in the proton affinities (a MAD of merely 1.2 kcal/mol) compared to the original G3B3, again highlighting the good quality of DFTB3/3OB structures. Hydrogen Bonding Energies. Hydrogen bonding energies are generally well described by DFTB3 as shown in Table 7 for neutral, protonated, and deprotonated dimers, except for two cases (see below); by comparison, PM6 and PDDG give less satisfactory results and sometimes very large errors. However, somewhat surprisingly, considerable errors are found for geometries with all semiempirical methods, including DFTB3 (Table 8) . Besides the tremendous underestimation of the heavy atom distance, angles are also different than the counterpoise corrected MP2/G3large (MP2-CP) reference as shown for the most problematic cases in Figure 1 + is covalently bound to sulfur rather than to oxygen. We will discuss this issue below in connection with the proton transfer barriers.
With an attempt to understand the significant errors in the hydrogen-bonding structures, we look further into the DFT results. Geometries calculated with B3LYP/6-31G(d) (which are used in G3B3) in comparison to the ones from MP2-CP differ also with respect to the bond lengths ( Figure 1 ; however, for [HS−H−SH] − , the shared hydrogen remains half way between the sulfur atoms. For PBE, the position of the hydrogen remains always halfway between the heavy atoms for both systems independent of the basis set. Therefore, these observations seem to suggest that the significant errors in the DFTB3/3OB structures are largely intrinsic to the DFT functional (PBE) used, although the errors in DFTB3/3OB are larger than those at the PBE level. Interestingly, despite the structural differences, the binding energies are comparable for G3B3 and MP2-CP, with a small MAD of 0.4 kcal/mol. Also, B3LYP and PBE with the 6-31+G(d,p) basis set show MADs of 1.4 and 3.7 kcal/mol, respectively, the latter being in fact larger than that for DFTB3/3OB. More details are provided in the Supporting Information.
The modified basis set in the 3OB-parametrization for CHNO leads to an improved O−O distance in the water dimer, 52 which was too short with DFTB3/MIO. The larger wave function compression radius for oxygen in 3OB increases the Pauli repulsion, such that the underestimation of the O−O distance is reduced. For a proper binding energy, we then adjusted the parameter associated with the modified γ function for X−H pairs. 33 In the case of sulfur, a larger r wf leads also to larger intermolecular distances as expected, however at the cost of larger errors for bond angles, which obviously limits the optimization. The current set is a compromise within the DFTB3 framework that uses the PBE functional.
Proton Transfer Barriers. + . For comparison with higher level methods, we fix the heavy atoms at four different interatomic distances. The shared hydrogen atom is moved on a straight line from the first heavy atom to the second one, and the total energy for each position is calculated after a relaxation of all other hydrogen atoms. Figure 2 shows the potential energy curves for all model systems for one fixed heavy atom distance (all other graphs are shown in the Supporting Information). The energy is shown relative to the energy of two infinitely separated monomers; e.g., for [ As a slightly larger example, we study a model proton transfer between a hydronium ion and sulfonic acid. Proton transfers involving sulfonic acids are implicated in proton conducting membrane materials used in fuel cells. 3 The hydronium oxygen is fixed at a set of distances from the sulfur in the sulfonic acid, and the proton transfer is studied in a similar fashion as discussed above; the transferred proton is fixed for a set of distances along the S−O axis, while the remaining atoms are relaxed using DFTB3/3OB. The result for the O−S distance of 4.5 Å is shown in Figure 3 as an example. The DFTB3/3OB approach captures the exothermicity of the reactions rather well compared to B3LYP/aug-cc-pVTZ single point energies, while the barrier is substantially underestimated by almost 7 kcal/ mol. The degree of underestimation is smaller at shorter O−O distances, but the result in Figure 3 underlines the fact that DFTB3 is developed based on PBE and therefore may underestimate proton transfer barriers at large donor−acceptor distances. Therefore, in applications where rates or proton conductance is of interest, it is likely important to calibrate/ correct the computed barrier height based on high-level calculations.
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Noncovalent Interactions. In a recent study, 72 it was pointed out that DFTB3/MIO leads to artificially favorable interactions involving sulfur atoms, thus spurious noncovalent binding for sulfur-containing compounds. Test calculations indicated that resolving the issue likely requires refitting the electronic parameters for sulfur. With the 3OB set of parameters, especially the new density compression radius (r dens ), we see that the artificial binding discussed in ref 72 is (Figure 4) . We are unable to completely remove the attractive interactions within the framework of DFTB3 without affecting other properties discussed above, especially geometry and hydrogen-bonding interactions. For practical applications, however, we emphasize that when such weak overbinding effects need to be considered, explicit dispersion corrections are likely also important. In Figure 5 , we compare optimized structures for antiparallel and parallel thiophene dimers, which were studied in ref 72 , at different levels of theory. Without explicit dispersion, both DFTB3/MIO and DFTB3/3OB lead to structures considerably different from B3LYP including dispersion (B3LYP-D3BJ 84 ); the S−S distance is longer with DFTB3/3OB, reflecting the weaker spurious interaction between the sulfur atoms compared to DFTB3/MIO. When the empirical dispersion 85 is included, the DFTB3/3OB structures become in rather good agreement with B3LYP-D3BJ. The distance between the parallel thiophene monomers is underestimated; since the dispersion model used for DFTB3 here was developed in the framework of DFTB2, 85 a more systematic refinement of the dispersion model together with DFTB3/3OB will likely further improve the result.
Phosphorus. Atomization Energies and Geometries. Similar to what was done for sulfur, we have compiled a test set of small neutral closed-shell phosphorus-containing molecules. Among those are acids, oxides, phosphines, and thioesters with different oxidation states of phosphorus. Table 9 summarizes the results, and further details are given in the Supporting Information.
Even though the MAD is dependent on the particular choice of the test set, 3OB for phosphorus seems overall less accurate than for sulfur (7.3 vs 4.7 kcal/mol). The largest deviations for atomization energies are found for the oxides P 4 O 10 and P 4 O 6 with an error of −40.7 and −33.9 kcal/mol, respectively. Again, the 3OB set is a major improvement over the MIO set, which shows large errors (MAD of 82.9 kcal/mol) due to overbinding. Even MP2 and B3LYP, without fitting atomic contributions, show large errors as discussed above for sulfur. The trends in the heats of formation also follow those for the atomization energies.
For geometries, 3OB also improves in comparison to MIO, although the magnitude of improvement is modest. However, some large errors remain; P−P bond lengths are overestimated, leading to the largest deviations of over 0.1 Å. Furthermore, the 
Basis set is 6-31G(d).
e Trimethylmethylenephosphorane does not converge and is excluded from the statistics. f Single point G3B3 ΔH f 0 computed at the structures optimized by semiempirical methods; the value before/after the slash is the mean/maximum absolute deviations from G3B3, which uses B3LYP/6-31G(d) structures. a Basis set is cc-pVTZ. P−O−P angle in diphosphoric acid is overestimated by about 25°. Other large deviations for angles and dihedrals stem mainly from erroneous positions/orientations of a hydrogen atom. DFTB3/3OB also out-performs wave function based semiempirical methods for geometries. PDDG generally underestimates H−P and P−P bond lengths in comparison to B3LYP/cc-pVTZ or aug-cc-pVTZ; an exceptional outlier is found for the bond distance within P 2 deviating by more than 0.4 Å. Considering that PDDG does not include d orbitals on phosphorus, the method performs remarkably well even though it is less accurate than PM6 and DFTB3. For the purpose of representing also phosphate anions in our test sets, we have compiled nine model geometries that are important for many key biological processes (Table 10; , which are underestimated by 0.127 and 0.044 Å, respectively. All other errors are smaller than 0.04 Å, demonstrating the excellent performance of DFTB3/3OB for bond lengths.
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The special parametrization 3OB/OPhyd based on phosphate hydrolysis reactions reveals a generally similar performance to that of 3OB (Tables 9 and 10 ); computed atomization energy and heat of formation are substantially worse due to the shift of the P−O repulsive potential by about −10 kcal/mol.
Finally, to compare the structures from semiempirical methods, we examine heats of formation using single point G3B3 energy calculations at structures determined by these methods. At DFTB3/MIO, DFTB3/3OB, and DFTB3/3OB/ OPhyd geometries, we find MADs of 3.4, 1.6, and 2.2 kcal/mol in comparison to the reference G3B3 values (which uses B3LYP/6-31G(d) geometries). By contrast, G3B3 single point energetics with PM6 structures give a MAD of 8.1 kcal/mol. For PDDG, the considerable geometric inaccuracies cause the G3B3 single point energetics to deviate by as much as 27.6 kcal/mol on average. Clearly, the DFTB3 structures are considerably most reliable.
Vibrational Frequencies. A few selected unscaled harmonic vibrational frequencies calculated from DFT-based and semiempirical methods are compiled in Table 11 . While stretching frequencies from B3LYP are consistently larger than those from BLYP, the differences are quite small (<60 cm −1 ). In general, DFTB3/3OB values are close to those predicted by DFT methods (only one exception for the NP stretching frequency). PM6 shows more outliers; e.g., P−H stretching frequencies of PH 3 are overestimated by about 400 cm −1 in comparison to B3LYP, whereas PDDG reproduces the overall trend quite well but also deviates substantially for the less typical bonding situations of NP and CP.
Reaction Energies. Table 12 shows a few simple reactions that are compiled to evaluate the performance for certain bond breaking and forming processes. As this set of reactions is arbitrarily chosen, the MAD should be interpreted with caution. However, it is obvious that B3LYP performs quite well despite its poor description for atomization energies; the effect of the basis set is also small. Within DFTB3/MIO, the overbinding is not balanced between different bond types; thus large errors are observed (see also discussion for reactions containing sulfur above). DFTB3/3OB performs well overall but has outliers for particular species, HPO, hypodiphosphoric acid, and also P(OH) 5 . Note that the latter indicates already the underlying problem for hydrolysis reaction barriers where the transition state contains pentavalent phosphorus. Specifically, the last reaction in Table 12 that changes the P coordination from 4 to 5 oxygen is reasonably well described by 3OB/OPhyd. By construction, all other reactions involving P−O bond forming or breaking deviate significantly for 3OB/OPhyd in comparison to the G3B3 method. The performance of PM6 and PDDG is less satisfying than DFTB3/3OB, with almost doubled MADs.
Proton Affinities and Hydrogen Bonding Energies. For a test on proton affinities, we use one of our earlier compilations from ref 43 . Similar to the situation for sulfur, we find that when using the calculated Hubbard derivative, proton affinities in the gas phase are overestimated (for both MIO/calc and 3OB/calc, see Table 13 ). The fit of the phosphorus Hubbard a Energies are calculated at 0 K excluding zero point energy and thermal corrections. All numbers are given in kcal/mol. b Basis set is cc-pVTZ. c Basis set is 6-31G(d). drivative eliminates this systematic deviation with both MIO and 3OB parameters, except for certain cases that still have error on the order of 5−10 kcal/mol. The special parametrization 3OB/OPhyd, which uses the same Hubbard parameter, also performs very well. This is not surprising as the binding situation of P−O bonds does not alter significantly for the calculation of proton affinities.
A few model systems for hydrogen bonding energies between water and phosphate esters in the gas phase are compiled in Table 14 . In comparison to G3B3, DFTB3 slightly underestimates the binding; PM6 and PDDG generally have larger errors. Note that hydrogen bond lengths are underestimated with B3LYP/6-31G(d) (the geometry used for G3B3) in comparison to B3LYP/aug-cc-pVTZ by almost 0.04 Å on average. DFTB3/3OB predicts even shorter hydrogen bonds, the mean signed error (MSE) is −0.06 Å; for MIO it is −0.10 Å. PM6 often leads to very different structures (which is why only single point energies on PDDG structures are shown in Table 14 ), and PDDG is also featured with substantially larger errors with a MAD of 0.226 Å (Table 15 ). More details are summarized in the Supporting Information.
Hydrolysis Reactions. Phosphorus parameters have been benchmarked and used to study phosphate hydrolysis reactions. 21, 43, 86, 87 We have adopted the compilation of elementary steps of these reactions and show results for our new parametrization in Table 16 .
In ref 43 , transition and intermediate states, reactants, and products have been optimized using B3LYP/6-31+G(d,p). a The proton affinity is computed using potential energies at 0 K without any zero-point energy correction. b The molecules are given in the protonated form.
c Basis set is 6-31+G(d,p). d The energy of the proton in PM6 is in error by −54 kcal/mol, which has been accounted for by adding this number to the original result. See discussion at http://openmopac.net/manual/pm6_accuracy.html. f One ligand dissociates. Molecule dissociates, forming H 2 O, and has been excluded from the statistics. Depending on the basis set, this dissociation also occurs for the DFT functionals PBE and B3LYP, e.g., dissociation for basis set 6-311G(2d,2p), no dissociation for basis set cc-pVTZ. First, we compare the single point energetics at those structures. DFTB3/3OB shows a rather poor performance with a MAD of 8.5 kcal/mol, although slightly better than PM6 and PDDG, which have MADs beyond 10 kcal/mol. A closer look reveals that the poor performance is systematically found for reactions where pentavalent phosphorus structures are involved, whereas the performance for reactions that include only tri-and tetravalent structures (i.e., all reactions that follow a dissociative pathway, abbreviated as "diss" in Table 16 ) are overall in reasonably good agreement with the MP2 reference. Along this line, we have to distinguish even further. Some structures are trivalent, i.e., a PO 3 unit is (almost) trigonalplanar; however one water is still axially coordinated to the phosphorus. The P−water distance lies within the P−O repulsive potential; that is, the P−water distance is smaller than the cutoff of the P−O repulsive potential. Only for the geometry named diss_int, however, where no axial water is included, is any P−water distance beyond the cutoff of the repulsive potential; thus, in the reaction, phosphorus reacts from a four-coordinated to a three-coordinated complex. Specifically for that reaction, a large error is found. In other words, the 3OB parameters seem to work well as long as P is coordinated by exactly four oxygen atoms. For coordinations with three and five oxygens, large errors are obtained indicating a deficiency in properly describing different hybridization states. We have attempted tuning the s-orbital eigenvalue to achieve a more appropriate balance for different hybridized systems (similar to tuning the s-orbital eigenvalue of nitrogen 88 ); however by doing so we could not identify an overall wellperforming parameter set. This indicates that the current DFTB3 methodology has limited transferability for complex phosphorus chemistry at the level of accuracy in energetics required for detailed mechanistic studies due to the small basis set, the lack of three-center integrals, or multipole moments of the charge fluctuation. 61 We emphasize that even for these challenging cases, as discussed below, the 3OB structures are rather reliable and MP2 single point energies at these structures have a rather small MAD of 2.5 kcal/mol compared to MP2 at B3LYP structures.
As a temporary and ad hoc solution to this problem, we suggest the special parametrization OPhyd that reduces these errors as follows. In the first two reactions in Table 16 a fifth oxygen is bound to a phosphorus atom. Both the transition state (ts1) and the intermediate state (int1) are overestimated in energy by about 10 kcal/mol. Therefore, we shift the O−P repulsive potential by about 10 kcal/mol to be more attractive. While this introduces an overbinding for all P−O bonds, the energy difference between tetra-and pentavalent phosphorus is compensated. Note that for the reaction from a tetra-to trivalent P (com1 → diss_int), a considerable error of about 10 kcal/mol remains. Due to the dominance of tetra-and pentavalent phosphorus models in our compilation, the MAD drops down to only 2.5 kcal/mol.
As a second comparison, we optimize all structures at the DFTB3 level. Transition states are found using the nudged elastic band technique. 89 The results for DFTB3/3OB/OPhyd are impressive, with the MAD in comparison to MP2/G3large at B3LYP/6-31+G(d,p) geometries staying at 2.5 kcal/mol. However, a few structural problems appear. Hydrogen bonds are often too short by about 0.1 Å. P−O coordinations of leaving groups are too long, most severely for the structures diss_prod and diss_prod2 with deviations of over 0.4 Å. The geometry n_w_com2 relaxes to a different minimum with a different type of hydrogen bonding network; therefore it is excluded from the statistics. For the standard 3OB parameters, additionally the fifth ligand of int1_mmp dissociates, and this structure is therefore also excluded from the statistics.
In a third comparison, we calculate MP2/G3large singlepoint energies at DFTB3 geometries. For DFTB3/3OB, the MAD drops down to only 2.5 kcal/mol; for comparison, PBE/ 6-31+G(d,p) single points at B3LYP structures have a MAD of 4.7 kcal/mol (see Table 16 ). Thus, even though the energetics for tri-and pentavalent structures are inaccurate, DFTB3/3OB can be corrected using higher level methods to yield very good energetics. For the special parametrization, 3OB/OPhyd results are excellent; the MAD is only 1.1 kcal/mol, showing that the geometrical differences between B3LYP/6-31+G(d,p) and 3OB/OPhyd are of minor relevance, or from a different perspective, the potential energy surface seems very shallow and leads to similar energies.
■ CONCLUSION
Considering the importance of phosphorus and sulfur in (bio)chemistry, we extend the parametrization of the approximate density functional tight binding approach, DFTB3, to these elements. The parametrization is carried out in a framework consistent with the DFTB3/3OB set 52 for O, N, C, and H; thus the resulting parameters can be used to describe a broad set of organic and biologically relevant P/S-containing molecules. The 3d orbitals, which are known to be polarization functions essential to the proper description of structure and energetics of P/S-containing molecules, are included in the parametrization, in contrast to a few popular wave function based semiempirical methods such as PM3/PDDG. Compared to the previous parametrizations of DFTB2 and DFTB3 (the "MIO" set), the electronic parameters of the current 3OB 43 ; no zero-point corrections are included in either exothermicity or barrier heights. All quantities are given in kcal/mol. The processes are labeled in the notation of ref 43 ; "E" stands for "Exothermicity," "B" for "Barrier;" coordinates are listed in the Supporting Information. b Basis set is 6-31+G(d,p).
parametrization were chosen with the goal of minimizing errors in atomization energies. As a result, systematic overbinding of covalent interactions is avoided, leading to generally more reliable reaction energies. The parameters are available for download from www.dftb.org. The parameters are tested with a fairly diverse set of molecules of chemical and biological relevance. We focus on the geometries, reaction energies, proton affinities, and hydrogen bonding interactions of these molecules; vibrational frequencies are also examined, although less systematically. These properties calculated at the DFTB3/3OB level are compared to results of DFT (B3LYP and PBE), ab initio (MP2, G3B3), and several popular semiempirical methods (PM6 and PDDG), as well as predictions of DFTB3 with the older parametrization (the MIO set). In general, DFTB3/3OB is a major improvement over the previous parametrization (DFTB3/MIO), and for the majority of cases tested here, it also outperforms PM6 and PDDG, especially for structural properties, vibrational frequencies, hydrogen bonding interactions, and proton affinities. For reaction energies, DFTB3/ 3OB exhibits major improvement over DFTB3/MIO, due mainly to significant reduction of errors in atomization energies; compared to PM6 and PDDG, DFTB3/3OB also generally performs better, although the magnitude of improvement is more modest. Compared to high-level calculations, DFTB3/3OB is most successful at predicting geometries; the energetics are largely on par with results of DFT (especially PBE, which is the functional used in DFTB3 for deriving the relevant matrix elements) using a medium basis set (e.g., 6-31G(d)), although larger errors are seen more often with DFTB3. We note that since we focus on molecules of biological interest, our test cases here do not feature a large number of radical species.
The extensive tests also indicate that there are remaining cases for which the current DFTB3 methodology has trouble properly making a description. For example, SO (singlet) and SO 3 have large errors (11.8 and 34.4 kcal/mol, respectively) in atomization energies; thus reactions involving these species are generally not well described by DFTB3/3OB. Another example involves a substantial underestimation of hydrogen-bonding distances for many (especially charged) sulfur-containing species; the comparison to DFT calculations using different functionals and basis sets suggest that the errors are likely due in part to the intrinsic limitations of the PBE functional and also to the minimal basis set used in DFTB3. It is worth noting that the computed hydrogen bonding energies, nevertheless, are generally fairly reliable and even slightly better than PBE/6-31+G(d,p). Finally, another remaining limitation is that DFTB3/3OB is still incapable of providing reliable energetics for phosphate hydrolysis reactions that involve a change in the coordination number of the phosphorus. Thus, the current DFTB3 model has limited transferability for complex phosphorus chemistry at the level of accuracy in energetics required for detailed mechanistic investigations. As a temporary solution, we develop a specific parametrization, 3OB/OPhyd, where an overbinding is introduced to O−P interactions to empirically minimize the errors for a set of reference reactions. Although this is clearly not a satisfactory solution for the longterm, the 3OB/OPhyd can serve as a useful tool for exploring the energy landscape of phosphoryl transfer reactions in biological systems, especially for structural properties. Alternatively, the 3OB structures remain reliable for these challenging cases, and one may still use the standard 3OB parameters to obtain structures and improve energetics with higher level methods.
Due to computational efficiency and general robustness for structural property predictions, QM/MM calculations using DFTB3/3OB as the QM level will be an effective computational approach for the analysis of condensed phase systems. The energetic properties from such calculations should be taken as semiquantitative in nature and can be improved by combining with ab initio QM/MM calculations. For example, the fact that single point high-level calculations using DFTB3/ 3OB geometries often exhibit small errors suggests that, for example, DFTB3/3OB is likely effective as the low-level QM approach that drives the sampling for reliable free energy simulations in the framework of dual-level QM/MM calculations. 20,24,90−93 Along this line, for the phosphate hydrolysis reaction, the closer agreement between 3OB/ OPhyd and higher level methods in energies makes 3OB/ OPhyd better suited for dual-level QM/MM free energy calculations than the standard 3OB set. Since many reactions that involve phosphorus/sulfur chemistry implicate metal ions, a pressing need is to extend the DFTB3/3OB parametrization to these ions, such as the alkali metal ions, zinc and copper; this will be reported in separate work in the near future. Along this line, we note that although there is currently an impressive effort to develop DFTB parameters for the entire periodic table in a largely automated fashion, 94 developing parameters appropriate for many (bio)chemical applications would require careful calibration and refinement as we have done here for sulfur and phosphorus. Finally, the remaining limitations highlight that it is also worthwhile continuing to improve the DFTB3 methodology, such as by including multipole terms for the charge fluctuation and better description of polarization and short-range repulsions.
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